The current study explores the effect of peer feedback in an English oral presentation class. Much of the previous research interest was given to finding out the degree of agreement between teacher and peer assessments or among students' assessments, but not the expected advantages of peer assessment itself. Accordingly, 49 Korean EFL university students were recruited, and 25 (i.e., control group) were given only the instructor's feedback, and the rest 24 (i.e., experimental group) were additionally given peer feedback. The students made five presentations in total, and their midterm and final exam scores between the two groups were compared through independent samples t-tests. The midterm scores were quite similar, but statistically significant differences were observed for the final exam scores. This meant that those who shared peer feedback as a small group during the semester performed much better on the final exam by improving their oral proficiency. Moreover, their responses to a survey questionnaire indicated that they perceived they had greatly improved presentation skills through peer feedback task. In particular, it seemed that small group work and intimacy helped them more to maximize the effect of peer feedback. Pedagogical implications and limitations of this study are further discussed.
Introduction
In order to improve students' listening, speaking, reading, and writing skills in English as a second or foreign language (ESL or EFL) context, it is important for teachers to assess students objectively and provide them with appropriate feedback. Peer feedback, "an arrangement in which individuals consider the amount, level, value, worth, quality, or success of the products or outcomes of learning of peers of similar status" ( [1] , p. 25), has also been considered as an effective tool to enhance students' responsibility, motivation, and learning [2] [3] [4] [5] . However, much of extensive ESL/EFL research so far focused on the effect of peer feedback in writing, but not much in speaking [5] [6] . Even in the latter the main focus was on how venerable peer feedback closely in line with the teacher's grading. Patri [9] pointed out that peer feedback would be useful to help teachers to reduce their work, but did not provide any benefits or implications from students' perspectives.
Similarly, in Park's [8] study, high correlation between peer and teacher assessments was ascertained. Additionally, students' perceptions were surveyed, and the majority of them reported that peer feedback helped them enhance their concentration and develop their oral presentation skills. However, whether using peer feedback continuously throughout the semester would lead to their improvement of oral proficiency was not the research focus.
White [5] , and Lv [10] further looked into how students would perceive of peer feedback. The participants were EFL students whose major was English and were at an advanced level in speaking. Through the survey results, it was found that most of the students were satisfied and thought that getting comments from other friends was helpful to deliver presentations more effectively. Despite positive aspects, some negative ones were found. To be specific, it was difficult for teachers to train all students to fully understand the assessment criteria and to provide appropriate and useful feedback. Also, some students pointed out that the authority of evaluating and giving scores should be given only to teachers.
In Lee and Kim's [7] study, students' different proficiency levels were considered. It was found that the higher their proficiency was, the more strict they were in evaluating others.
When comparing the results of peer, self, and teacher assessments, not only a Korean teacher but also a native teacher's marks were taken into account. The grading results were quite similar when considering self, peer, and the non-native teacher assessments. However, the native teacher's marking did not match with that of the Korean teacher. He was more strict about the content, whereas the Korean counterpart was more so about grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation, and fluency. Lee and Kim [7] argued that providing feedback which is appropriate particularly for Korean EFL students would be very important, and thus they concluded that excluding non-native teachers' assessments might be desired. No implications of using peer feedback for improving students' oral proficiency were discussed.
Only one study [15] investigated the effect of peer feedback on students' performance. In the experimental class, peer, teacher, and self assessments were used during seven weeks for five speaking tests. On the other hand, the control group only received their teacher's feedback. No statistically significant differences were found between the groups in terms of their pre-and post-speaking tests, but each group showed some improvement from the pre-to the post-tests.
Moreover, those in the experimental group thought that peer and self assessments had positive influence on improving their English speaking and use of strategies. Although the participants were Korean EFL middle school students, this study results imply that peer feedback itself could have positive effect on university level students.
Overall, much of the previous research about peer feedback in speaking was interested in how accurate and trustful peer assessment would be when comparing it with their teachers's No attention, however, was given to the role of peer feedback in improving students' speaking skills.
Methodology

Participants
The participants of this study were 49 sophomores and juniors who were taking a core intermediate level English presentation course. It was designed to help them plan and deliver effective oral presentations in various academic settings. The students were taught by the same instructor, but were divided into two class sections: 24 for experimental group and 25 for control group. They were assigned to the intermediate level based on their level test which included listening, speaking, reading, and writing. In addition, their TOEIC scores were between 550 and 800 points out of 990. (The level test results were kept by the school, and thus the researcher was not allowed to access them.). The students' majors varied including Business, Engineering, Economics, Communication Design, International affairs, Theater and Film, etc. All took two core English courses in their previous two semesters (i.e., 'listening and speaking' and 'reading and writing'), but it was their first time to take the oral presentation course.
Peer Feedback Training with The Experimental Group
During 15 weeks of the semester, the students gave five presentations, and two of them were for the midterm and final exam. Topics were chosen based on the content of the textbook (i.e., 'Present yourself 2,' published by Cambridge), and each presentation was slightly different from its type (e.g., introducing the best place for vacation with some activities/accommodations, stating one's position about a controversial issue with several reasons, etc.). Students both in the experimental and control group basically received the instructor's feedback, and only those
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Before initiating peer feedback, about a two-hour training was offered to the 24 experimental group students. As Freeman [16] argues that training in peer assessment is necessary to reduce students' inconsistencies and exclude their subjectivity as much as possible, the researcher thought that practice of giving feedback on others' presentations would be indispensible prerequisite for effective peer assessment. With good and poor sample presentation videos, the students were asked to find out and discuss something good or something that needs more improvement. In addition, an evaluation criteria which were developed by the College of General English and were to be used for the actual peer assessment was given. The students were asked to give scores for various areas based on a provided evaluation criteria, compare their scores with others, and compromise on the appropriate/reasonable scores. At the end of the session, the instructor explained about the purpose and importance of peer feedback and provided specific guidelines.
Starting from Week 5, with the instructor's feedback, peer feedback was used for those in the experimental group after their first presentation. Four to five students were assigned to one group, and they had discussions about various class tasks. They worked together to organize ideas, come up with good openers and closers, think about appropriate use of gesture, etc.
with given topics. However, they were supposed to prepare their own presentation individually. While taking turns and giving presentations, they were asked to provide feedback to one another, and its results were returned (The instructor did not collect them excepts the ones for the midterm and final exams in order not to give them too much burden.).
Afterwards, the instructor had a short discussion with the whole class and pointed out common problems. She kept scores of the students by herself, and provided comments only in words.
Data Collection
Midterm and final exams
Among the five presentations, the second and the last ones; midterm and final presentations;
were given in Week 8 and 15, respectively. For the midterm, the students were asked to report a mini survey results which was conducted in class (i.e., Each group picked one topic between 'young people's shopping habits' and 'young people's thoughts about marriage,' created several questions, and asked them to another group.) and add their personal thoughts. One to one and a half minutes were given, and a power point file was not required. The highest score that one could gain was 20 points. In comparison, for the final presentation, the students were asked to choose a news article (or a TV news), report facts with their opinion. Two and a half minutes to three minutes were given, and a power point file had to be prepared. The highest score that one could obtain was 30 points. The experimental group students were given rubrics which were developed by the school (see Table 1 and Table 2 for the midterm and final exam rubrics) ahead of time, provided feedback to one another as a group (i.e., It was up to them to work on together as two to five.), and submitted a copy of the peer feedback sheet to the instructor (i.e., The students were asked to give scores for each area in the rubrics and to write down some comments on it. The original was returned to one another.). After each of the midterm and final exam, the students were asked to compare the instructor's feedback and scores with their own and check how similar or different theirs and the instructor's were. Then they had short discussions with the instructor about any inconsistencies or unclear parts. The control group students, in contrast, were given only the instructor's feedback and scores.
[ 1. I was able to understand the basic patterns of an effective presentation (e.g., pronunciation, intonation, appropriate use of vocabulary, correct use of grammar, etc.). 2. I was able to make and use note cards in effective ways. 3. I was able to make a good eye contact. 4. I was able to use body languages naturally and effectively. 5. I was able to use appropriate gestures to aid communication when presenting. 6. I was able to choose and use a good opener to start my presentation. 7. I was able to choose and use a good closer to end my presentation. 8. I was able to organize ideas logically for the given presentation topic. 9. I was able to speak words loud and clear enough with confidence. 10. I was able to prepare a ppt file effectively which includes major points of my presentation (e.g., using appropriate font type/size/color, providing only appropriate amount of content into one slide, etc.). 11. I was able to finish my presentation within limited time.
12. Were there anything (rather that what were mentioned from question 1 to question 11) that peer feedback helped you (e.g., raising confidence, increasing interest)?
13. On the contrary to question 12, were there any negative aspects of peer feedback (i.e., something that impeded you or something which made you uncomfortable)?
In the last week of the semester, a survey questionnaire was given to the students in the experimental group (see Figure 1 ). Among 13 questions, 11 were Likert-scale questions, and the
other two were open-ended questions. They were asked to check how much peer feedback was helpful in developing various presentation skills. Also, they were asked to specifically write about in what ways peer feedback was effective or not.
[ Figure 1 ] Survey questionnaire
Data Analysis
To answer the first research question, independent samples t-tests were administered by using the SPSS with scores obtained by the instructor for the midterm and final exams. The experimental and control groups' scores for each area of the presentations were compared to see if there were any differences between the two groups in terms of their performance on the midterm and the final exams.
To answer the second research question, means and standard deviations for the Likert-scale questions were presented. Additionally, the students' responses to the two open-ended questions were discussed.
Results and Discussions
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In order to find out if any differences were found between the experimental and control groups, their midterm presentation scores were compared first as shown in Table 3 .
[ Table 3 ] Independent Samples t-test of The Midterm Exam ** p < .01
Among nine areas, it was found that there were statistically significant differences only in 'note cards' and 'eye contact' areas. This indicates that the students in the two groups obtained similar scores in other seven areas, but those in the experimental group did much better when using note cards and making good eye contact with the audience. Reading through their feedback sheets, the students' comments were not very specific, precise, and critical enough probably because they only practiced giving real feedback twice by that time. As many of the students were told by their friends that they depended on note cards too much and were not comfortable with looking at the audience, they might have given more attention to 'note cards' and 'eye contact' areas when actually making a presentation on the midterm exam.
Now below are the scores given to the students' performance on the final exam in Table 4 .
[ Table 4 ] Independent Samples t-test of The Final Exam * p < .05, ** p < .01
For the final exam, three areas; 'voice,' 'power point,' 'time'; were additionally taken into account for the evaluation as shown above. Unlike in the midterm exam, the experimental and control groups showed statistically significant differences in all areas except one: 'voice.' It seems that most of the students did not have much problem with their volume since each of the class size was small, and the students' voice in general was loud and clear enough to hear.
One student said, "Volume was appropriate, neither too fast nor too slow, and also pitch was not too high or low" (Student 5). Another students said, "...important words which should be highlighted were spoken loudly, and other minor parts were spoken softly" (Student 23).
Additional comments which targeted for other areas rather than 'voice' were as follows: The students seemed to get much closer to one another with their group members throughout the semester by having a lot of discussions in and out of class frequently. They thus might have felt more comfortable and satisfied with giving and receiving candid and critical feedback. This, in turn, might have influenced on them to develop their overall presentation skills and oral proficiency much more than those in the control group who did not have a chance to get feedback from their friends. It is clear that sharing peer feedback helped the students improve their oral proficiency to a great extent.
Perceptions of The Students on Their Oral Proficiency
In order to see how much the students in the experimental group considered themselves had improved their oral proficiency with the help of peer feedback during the semester, a survey questionnaire was provided. Eleven areas of the final exam evaluation criteria were included and used as Likert-scale questions. The students were asked to mark how much they had improved in each area of their presentation skill from '1' to '5.' The number '5' meant 'I strongly agree,' and the number '1' meant 'I strongly disagree.' The summary of the students' responses were presented in Table 5 .
[ The mean score of each area was higher than 3.92 points which indicates that the overall students thought that they became much better in terms of speaking in English with good pronunciation, intonation, vocabulary, and grammar; using note cards, body language, and gesture; using an opener and a closer to draw the attention of the audience and give a memorable final impression; organizing content; adjusting voice; creating a powerpoint file; and manage time. Among these 11 areas, the highest score (i.e., 4.42) was given to 'language' area, and the second highest score (i.e., 4.38) to 'eye contact,' 'opener,' and 'voice' areas. As the students were asked to have discussions and provide feedback to one another by using English all the time, they might have felt that their ability of speaking English had greatly improved.
In addition, as many of the students pointed out about looking at note cards too often and not making a comfortable eye contact as common problems in the peer feedback sheets, they might have tried to correct their problems. Moreover, much of class time was given to let the students choose an appropriate type of opener (e.g., a general statement about people, a quotation/proverb/saying, an interesting/surprising fact, a question to the audience, etc.) and create a good opener which could draw the audience's interest. This might have affected them to feel more confident about organizing an opener. Regarding volume, as mentioned earlier, since the class size was small, and since no one in the experimental class thought others' voice was problematic when sharing feedback with one another, most students thought they could control their volume well. Accordingly, they might have given a higher score for 'volume' area.
In contrast, relatively low scores were given to 'note cards,' 'body language,' and 'gesture' areas (i.e., 3.92, 3.96, 3.92, respectively). The students checked one another if they were looking at note cards frequently or not, but they did not give much attention to what things to write down on their note cards. Some wrote down the outline of a presentation with keywords and/or several short sentences. However, a couple of them wrote down the whole script of a presentation because they were worried they might forget something. The problem was that they used much time finding where they were from the scripts when they forgot their lines during the presentations. These students might have thought that their ability of making note cards and using it effectively had not been helpful enough. Additionally, the students practiced using appropriate gestures and making some movements with good posture. Yet, when they 7, No.12, December (2017) were focusing too much on finishing their presentations within limited time and fluently speaking without forgetting anything, they could not help giving less attention to body language and gesture. In other words, they were likely to use the same gestures repeatedly, move nervously, or stand still. This might be the reason why the students thought less confident about their use of body language and gesture.
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Meanwhile, the students' responses to the two open-ended questions in the survey questionnaire explain more specifically about positive and negative aspects of using peer feedback. Some of the students' positive comments were as follows: Making five presentations and completing peer feedback task five times a semester might have been a lot of work for the students. Giving more time to share peer feedback and prepare for each of their own presentation by reducing the number of presentations might help the students not only be less stressful but also make peer feedback more beneficial.
Conclusion and Implications
The current study examined the effect of giving and receiving peer feedback on Korean EFL university students' oral proficiency and perceptions rather than focusing on comparing the degree of agreement between an instructor's and students' assessments as it was done in much of the previous research. The findings of this study can be summarized as follows:
First, when comparing the control group who only received the instructor's feedback with the experimental group who additionally received peer feedback, both groups did not show much difference in their scores on the midterm presentation exam. However, later, on the final exam, the experimental group students performed much better in almost all areas of presentation. Also, it was confirmed from the students' comments on their peer feedback sheets that working as a small group and building intimacy greatly helped them provide more specific and critical feedback with each other without offending anyone.
Second, when considering the experimental group students' responses to the survey questionnaire, they considered that peer feedback task was significantly beneficial for them to enhance their presentation skills and oral proficiency.
In sum, the results of this study ascertain the effect of peer feedback for improving the ability of making a good oral presentation in English and for facilitating positive perceptions and confidence.
Some of the pedagogical implications for EFL teachers can be suggested as follows: First, as the experimental group students were less confident about using note cards, gesture, and body language effectively, it might be important for teachers to pay more attention to these three areas. Teaching them how to organize note cards with key points (rather than writing down many sentences) might be needed. In addition, various gestures which can maximize the effect of a presentation should be introduced and practiced. Futhermore, spending more of class time to practice good posture and natural movements would be needed. Second, many of the students in the study mentioned that close and collaborative relationships with group members was a very important factor which made them possible to share critical and detailed feedback.
However, as some reported that it took much time to give feedback to all members (Although they were asked to work as a pair or more than two, all worked as a group.), it might be more effective to let students work as a pair and constantly change their partner for the following peer feedback task. It would also be more effective to provide peer feedback with reduced number of presentations.
Several limitations need to be worked out for further research. First, more simplified rubric might help evaluators (both instructor and students) concentrate more on the feedback task.
Second, to include more than one evaluator for the midterm and final exams would have 
